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Abstract 
Case management has become the predominant model for attempting to improve outcomes 
for young adults experiencing both homelessness and unemployment. However, there is 
little evidence-based knowledge about how young adults respond to case management, and 
how much intervention is needed to be effective. This Australian study utilised quantitative 
government data to investigate the effects of the amount of case management on key 
outcomes. With a purposive sample of 224 people aged 18-35, this study compared four 
different amounts of YP
4
 case management service received over a three year period. 
Participants were categorised into four groupings depending on the number of case 
management contacts they received: 0-5, 6-20, 21-40, and 41-156. The findings show 
some significant group variations over the course of the trial in the areas of employment 
and accommodation. Participants who received 20 or more contacts had significantly better 
accommodation and employment outcomes than those who received fewer contacts.  
 
Keywords: homelessness, unemployment, case management, worker/client relationship 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2 
 
Introduction 
In Western industrialised democracies, homelessness is a major concern of 
governments. In Australia, homelessness is usually defined with reference to community 
standards, and includes those living in temporary and emergency accommodation as well 
as those with no shelter. According to the Council to Homeless Persons, “most people 
experiencing homelessness are moving between inappropriate and unsustainable forms of 
short-term and crisis accommodation, staying temporarily with friends and relatives, or in 
rooming houses, caravan parks or cars”(CHP, 2011, p. 1).  
Internationally, the evidence base in relation to services for people affected by 
homelessness remains underdeveloped, although there have been significant 
developments in homelessness research in recent years (McNaughton, 2008). In this 
context, there is a need for research that sheds light on many different aspects of service 
delivery. This article focuses in particular on the impacts of joined up case management 
for young adults experiencing both homelessness and unemployment. The following 
paragraphs discuss the demographics of homelessness and unemployment in Australia, 
and the idea of “joined up” services. Next, we review the literature on case management 
with young people experiencing homelessness and unemployment. We then present and 
discuss some of the findings of our own research, focussing on YP
4
, an Australian trial of 
joined up services for homeless jobseekers. The full trial results are reported in an article 
published previously in Australian Social Work. This is a follow-up article, focussing on 
the amount of joined up case management received. 
A quasi experimental design was utilized to assess whether these homeless and 
unemployed people had differing outcomes and trajectories over the three year period of 
the trial according to the amount of service they received.  
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Homelessness and the need for joined up services  
Grace, Wilson and Coventry (2006) estimate that at any point in time 
approximately 15,000 Australians aged 18-35 will be in the position of being both 
homeless and unemployed. Over the course of 12 months, at least 40,000 and as many as 
60,000 find themselves in this situation (Grace et al., 2006, p. 21). While homelessness 
and unemployment are broad social problems, research suggests that improving outcomes 
for homeless jobseekers requires an individualised approach, which recognises the 
diversity of people’s contexts and experiences (Gronda, 2009). The idea of “joining up” 
services emerged in response to the criticism of contemporary services as existing in 
“silos”, serving bureaucratic needs rather than the needs of service users. It is a client-
centred approach that recognises the multiple influences on client outcomes such as 
family, peers, education, recreation, services, employment, and community connectedness. 
The implementation of joined up services for homeless jobseekers requires a degree of 
cooperation and communication between service providers. It also requires the 
appointment of client case workers or case managers. Much responsibility has fallen onto 
case managers not only to form beneficial relationships with clients, but also to co-ordinate 
and synthesise services to best meet client needs.  
Case management 
According to Gronda (2009, p. 16) “Case management is an international 
phenomenon. ...  It has become the mainstay of service delivery across welfare and health 
sectors in Australia, the European Union (EU) and the United States.” However, different 
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people mean different things by the term “case management”. In this article we mean 
specifically the approach taken within the YP
4
 trial:   
[Case managers] offered homeless jobseekers aged 18 to 35 years a single point of contact 
to address employment, housing, educational and personal support goals in an integrated 
manner over a two-year period. The key elements of YP
4
 case management remained 
explicitly client-centred, eschewing the rigidity of administrative requirements and 
program-centred logics and privileging the relationship between case manager and client. 
Case managers were generally well resourced and supported in their work, which meant 
for example, that case managers could access a flexible pool of resources on behalf of their 
clients. The provision of timely, individualised assistance to clients was prioritised, 
participants were supported to negotiate a pathway to employment, which could include 
various diverse options such as mentoring, work experience and/or vocational training and 
the commitment to secure, affordable housing and a living wage was maintained, even 
though it could not always be delivered in full. (Grace & Gill 2008, pp. 7-8) 
What is YP
4
? 
YP
4
 was a trial of joined up services for young adults experiencing both 
homelessness and unemployment in Victoria, Australia. YP
4
 incorporates the acronym 
“young people”, while the “4” represents four key aspects of the trial: purpose – 
employment, place – access to stable, suitable accommodation, personal support, and proof 
– the associated research. The trial was initiated by Hanover Welfare Services in 
partnership with Melbourne Citymission, Brotherhood of St Laurence, and Loddon Mallee 
Housing in 2005 in response to the fragmentation of programs and services. Recruitment 
of participants to the trial commenced in four different sites in January 2005 and concluded 
in January 2006. Service delivery was offered until June 2007, meaning that participants 
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were each offered between 18 months and 2.5 years of service delivery, depending on 
when they joined the trial. The trial partners, on the basis of their long experience in 
service delivery for people experiencing homelessness, believed that two years of service 
delivery would be necessary to assist people experiencing both homelessness and 
unemployment to achieve the outcomes they desired. They further believed in the 
importance of medium-term follow-up in order to gauge the impact of service delivery.  
“Young people” is usually understood to include those beyond childhood and up 
to 25 years of age. However, the agencies that initiated YP
4
 decided that the project 
should focus on the group considered as young by those services: people in the first one-
third of their expected working lives. In accordance with this understanding, the eligible 
age group for YP
4
 was 18 to 35 years. In practice, 75 per cent of participants were aged 
25 years and under. 
YP
4’s joined up service delivery consisted of intensive client-centred case 
management, involving direct provision of a range of services as well as the brokering of 
additional services, all through a single point of contact. In contrast, standard service 
delivery would normally involve clients in complex circumstances receiving multiple and 
potentially uncoordinated services from different providers. In addition, clients would 
usually be expected to comply with the administrative requirements of each service, and 
reframe their needs to fit the eligibility criteria of services. Most likely, they would be 
required to accommodate program-centric processes such as registering themselves on a 
waiting list which is constructed in a manner unrelated to client need, providing and re-
providing up-to-date contact details (which is particularly difficult during episodes of 
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homelessness), and telling and retelling a long and potentially painful story as part of 
multiple assessment procedures.  
The YP
4 
joined up model of services was ambitious and unable to be 
operationalised in full at systems level. In terms of case management practices, priority 
was consistently given to building relationships with clients, understanding the diversity 
and complexity of the issues faced by clients, and ensuring that a wider range of client 
needs were met than standard practice alone may have allowed (Coventry, 2006).  
Six principles underpinned YP
4
 joined up case management. The best way to 
implement these principles was open to interpretation by each of the four service 
providers (Campbell, Horn & Nicholson, 2003; Horn, 2004): 
1. Housing, employment and personal support must be interlocked and delivered as 
an integrated package of assistance.  
2. The integration of housing, employment and personal support assistance must 
happen at every level, not just at the level of casework but also at system and 
structural levels.  
3. Sustainable employment is understood as the over-arching goal, which must 
determine the way that other forms of support are provided.  
4. It is relationships, and not transactions, that count.  
5. Solutions must be locally specific, and joined up locally too.  
6. Coordinated case management is the key and it must be well resourced enough to 
ensure individualised, timely and flexible responses.  
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The four aspects of YP
4’s service delivery model most valued by case managers 
were: first, a longer, two-year timeframe for working with clients; second, the breadth of 
focus that case managers were able to take with their clients, incorporating a focus on 
employment, housing, health, and family connection as well as a range of other matters; 
third, having the capacity to work flexibly and creatively, without some of the traditional 
constraints associated with funded programs such as narrowly defined eligibility criteria, 
timeframes and outcomes; and fourth, the greater attention given to partnership with other 
service providers – a feature of the trial (Milne & Coventry, 2008).  
Literature review 
Engagement with services is a key issue for people affected by homelessness, and 
case management is often used as an approach to promote and facilitate engagement. 
Gronda (2009) suggests that there are three different theories about how case 
management works: 
1. Case management works because of the relationships developed by case managers 
between themselves and the clients, and between themselves and other agencies 
involved in the service system (and needed to assist clients).  
2. Case management works because of a structured, consistent, systematic process 
that ensures all the client’s needs are identified and the best possible plan is made and 
enacted to meet the needs and manage any risks using an efficient allocation of 
available resources.  
3. Case management works because of the coordination provided by one responsible 
person or agency. (Gronda 2009: p.32, emphasis in original) 
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Gronda’s (2009) review found robust support for case management as an approach 
to working with people experiencing homelessness. The definition of case management 
utilised by Gronda was consistent with the approach utilised within YP
4
 and described 
above. Gronda concluded that there are “significant gaps in the evidence about case 
management for specific groups experiencing homelessness in Australia, including 
Indigenous people, families, young people and women escaping domestic violence” 
(Gronda 2009:p. 142). 
The limited international evidence regarding engagement with case management 
for young people affected by homelessness includes studies by Chinman, Rosenheck and 
Lam (2000), Padgett, Gulcar and Tsemberis (2006), and Ferguson and Xie (2008). 
Chinman et al. (2000) found a positive relationship between case management and 
outcomes for homeless people with mental illness. Padgett et al. (2006) illustrated the 
difficulty in improving outcomes for people with multiple disadvantages such as 
homelessness, unemployment, mental illness, and drug addiction. Ferguson and Xie 
(2008) found that there is little empirical understanding of how homeless and 
unemployed youth respond to interventions such as case management. These authors’ 
comprehensive vocational training program and integrated clinical services (known as the 
Social Enterprise Intervention) was shown to improve life satisfaction, family contact, 
peer support and depressive symptoms. This study did however have problems with 
longitudinal retention rates.  
It is commonly reported that the effectiveness of case management is dependent 
on the quality of engagement, particularly the formation of an effective and therapeutic 
client/worker relationship (McCabe & Priebe, 2004). When case management has not 
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been proven to be effective in improving outcomes for clients it is often blamed on the 
quality or lack thereof of the client/worker relationship (Brook & McDonald, 2007). Lee 
and Ayon (2004) found that the amount of contact between clients and case workers and 
the amount of communication between them were significant predictors of the 
development of a positive relationship. They argue that to facilitate useful engagement 
institutions and policy makers must reduce case loads and focus on the formation of 
collaborative client/worker relationships.  
For the research reported in this paper, we explored the link between engagement 
with services as indicated by the amount of case management service received by YP
4
 
clients, and their outcomes. We focus on the outcomes that the YP
4 
trial set out to 
improve: accommodation, and income from employment. We include outcomes for 
people who were offered but did not engage with case management, as well as those who 
engaged only to a limited extent, and those who engaged more extensively with case 
management.  
The YP
4 
outcome evaluation was a clinical controlled trial (CCT) comparing two 
groups of homeless young people who were unemployed in that they were eligible for the 
Australian Government’s Newstart allowance, meaning that they were both unemployed 
and available for employment. The results of this comparison did not find a difference in 
outcomes between participants who were eligible for joined up case management (J 
group) and those who remained eligible for standard services (S group). Further 
exploration of the data revealed that the J group varied greatly in the amount of joined up 
case management actually received. The researchers decided to explore the data 
regarding the characteristics of the young people who engaged to a greater or lesser 
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degree with the case management service, and to investigate client outcomes in relation 
to the amount of case management service received. In short, were different amounts of 
service associated with different outcomes?  
It was hypothesised that greater amounts of service would be associated with 
better outcomes in the areas of accommodation, employment and income over the 24 
months of service delivery. This study also explored whether any intervention effects 
would be sustained at the 12 month follow up point (that is, the 36 month point). As case 
management was offered to participants for 24 months, the 36 months data presented here 
represents the 12 months following the cessation of the intervention.   
 
 
Method 
Sample 
The research reported here is from the YP
4
 outcome evaluation. It was approved 
by the Victoria University Human Research Ethics Committee.  
In considering how to measure engagement, it was found that the number of 
contacts between a service user and a case manager was strongly associated with the 
length of time over which services were provided. It was decided to use number of 
contacts as possibly the more sensitive of the two measures. While some J group 
participants had no contact with a case manager, others had 50 or more contacts. 
In order to explore the research questions, J group was divided into discrete 
groups according to the amount of joined up case management service received. 
Information regarding the amount of service received by each participant was collected 
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from quarterly return surveys submitted by the participants’ case managers. The number 
of contacts participants had with their case manager ranged between zero and 156 with a 
mean of 23.2 contacts (SD=27.5).  Following exploration of the data, and consultation 
with case managers about what different amounts of service mean in practice, the 
researchers decided on four groupings – those who received 0-5 contacts, 6-20 contacts, 
21-40 contacts and 40+ contacts. According to case managers these groups represented 
different levels of service provision. In general, 0-5 contacts corresponded with brief 
interventions of less than 6 weeks’ duration; 6-20 contacts corresponded with about five 
months of engagement; 21-40 contacts corresponded with just under one year of 
engagement, and 41+ contacts corresponded with medium-term engagement of one to 
two years. This study aimed to explore whether clients who had greater engagement with 
the service derived greater benefits from it. The amount of case management was used as 
the quasi-independent variable representing client/case manager contact/relationship. 
Table 1 shows the number and proportion of participants in each of the four groups.   
Measures and Procedure 
Data were collected from the participants’ case managers about their engagement 
with the service (quarterly returns), and from the Australian Government income support 
agency (Centrelink) regarding accommodation and income. For detailed descriptions of 
data collection instruments and procedures, please see the YP
4
 trial reports at 
http://vuir.vu.edu.au/. The Centrelink data was administrative data, not collected 
specifically for this research. This meant that the best indicators needed to be chosen 
from the available data. Despite this limitation, the researchers’ access to this 
administrative data presented an unusual opportunity to explore the research questions. 
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This type of access is rare in homelessness and unemployment research, and meant 
retention rates at close to 90% in this longitudinal study.  
With participants’ informed consent, Centrelink, the Australian Government’s 
income support payments provider, gave access to administrative data for the 12 months 
periods prior to the 0 month, 12 months, 24 months, and 36 months points in the YP
4 
trial, for each participant. Specifically, these data consisted of the dollar amounts of 
financial support received, employment income received, and the reported 
accommodation types and costs. This information was transformed into a data set and 
analysed with SPSS for Windows statistical software package.  
The key outcome indicator variables used were developed through consultation 
with case managers. It was agreed that these variables give the most valid indication of 
accommodation and employment outcomes. 
1. “No rent accommodation”, which includes sleeping rough and living with family and 
friends, was identified by case managers as a good indicator of continuing homelessness. 
Fewer days in no-rent accommodation is indicative of a better outcome.  
2. “Private rent accommodation”, was identified by case managers as an indicator of 
exiting homelessness. More days in private rental accommodation is indicative of a better 
outcome.  
3. “Income from employment” gives an indication of income from paid employment, 
which in turn is seen as essential for exiting homelessness. Greater income from 
employment is indicative of a better outcome.  
4. “Income from Centrelink payments” includes income support payments, and rental 
assistance payments. Case managers saw it as a good outcome for clients to be accessing 
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their Centrelink entitlements. However, reducing Centrelink income was seen as an 
indicator of increasing income from employment and reducing vulnerability to 
homelessness.  
Two of the outcome variables reported in the trial article, “Moves of residence” and 
“Proportion of income spent on rent” are not reported in this article, as analysis of these 
variables did not add anything to the picture conveyed by the four variables that are 
reported here.  
In preparation for the analysis of outcomes by amount of service received, 
participants were divided into four groups depending on the amount of service they 
received. Following initial exploratory analysis, key outcome indicators were selected 
from the Centrelink data set. Centrelink data was measured on a continuous scale and was 
analysed using Repeated measures factorial ANOVAS. The ANOVAs allowed us to test 
for time (0, 12, 24, 36 months), group (0-5, 6-20, 21-40, 41-156) and time x group 
interaction effects on the four outcome variables. Two separate analyses were run, first for 
the trial itself (0, 12, 24 months), and second for the trial and follow up (0, 12, 24, 36 
months). As the trial finished at the 24 month point, the first analysis assesses the effect of 
amount of service on outcomes for the trial, and the second analysis assesses the effect of 
amount of service on outcomes for the trial with the addition of the follow up 36 month 
data. This second analysis relates to the sustainability of any effects. The analyses are 
presented as a graph for each outcome variable, while Partial eta squared effect sizes are 
also reported (small effect = .01, medium effect = .06 and large effect = .14) (Field, 
2009). 
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Results 
In total, there were 224 participants of whom 146 were male, and 78 were female. 
This sample does not include the nine participants who received services but withdrew 
their consent to participate in the YP
4
 research. The participants were aged between 18 
and 35, although 75 per cent of participants were aged 25 years and under. The 
participants belonged to various ethnic groups, were Australian citizens, and lived either 
in metropolitan Melbourne or regional Victoria, Austalia.  
Checks of data normality were conducted and normality was confirmed. Any 
potential mediating effects based on age, ethnicity, site, and gender were analysed using 
Analysis of Covariance and were found to be insignificant. However, a Chi-Square test 
for independence of gender and contact group was significant, p=.024. As shown in 
Figure 1, the 41 plus group had proportionally more females than the other three groups, 
and the 6-20 contacts group had proportionally more males than the other three groups. A 
one-way ANOVA was used to compare the four contact groups at baseline on each of the 
four outcome variables with no significant differences found. Table 2 shows the means 
and standard deviations for each contact group for each of the four outcome variables, 
over the course of the trial including the 36 month follow up. Table 3 shows the repeated 
measures factorial ANOVA results for both the trial (up to 24 months) and the trial and 
follow up (up to 36 months). 
In the following paragraphs, “group/time interaction effect” refers to whether the 
different amount of contact groups had different trajectories over time. The “main effect 
for group” refers to whether the groups differed across the whole trial in relation to this 
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variable. The “main effect for time” refers to whether the entire participant pool changed 
over time in relation to this variable. 
Accommodation 
No rent accommodation  
As shown in Figure 2, there was no significant group/ time interaction effect 
found at either the 24 month period or 36 month period of the trial for no rent 
accommodation. It can be concluded that the amount of case management received did 
not affect the number of days participants spent in no rent accommodation. There was a 
significant main effect for group at 24 months F (3, 185) =  3.9, p = .011, ηp² = .06  and 
also at 36 months F (3, 184) = 3.3, p = .022, ηp² = .05. It was concluded that over the 
course of the trial and follow up the 0-5 contact group spent significantly more days in no 
rent accommodation than the other three groups.  There was no main effect for time. 
Private rent accommodation 
As shown in Figure 3, there was a significant group/ time interaction effect found 
at the 24 month period F (6, 370) =  2.9, p = .001, ηp² = .05  and also (although slightly 
weakened) at the 36 month period F (9, 552) =  1.95, p = .04, ηp² = .03 of the trial for 
private  rent accommodation. The highest contact group's number of days in private rent 
accommodation  increased from a mean of 125 days to 231 days while case management 
was offered (24 months), before dropping back to 189 days after the cessation of case 
management (36 months). The other groups remained fairly stable over time. There was a 
significant main effect for group at 36 months F (3, 184) =  2.7, p = .04, ηp² = .04 but not 
at 24 months. It was concluded that the 41 plus group spent significantly more time than 
the other groups in private rent over the 36 months. There were no main effects for time. 
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Income 
 Employment. As shown in Figure 4, ANOVA results showed a significant 
group/time interaction effect for employment income at 36 months F (9, 486) =  2.1, p = 
.03, ηp² = .04 but not at 24 months. The four groups had very similar starting points in 
terms of employment dollars earned. While the second highest contact group improved 
consistently throughout the study the other three groups did not. The improvement for 
this group continued after service was withdrawn at 24 months whereas for the 41 plus 
group the improvements made were lost at follow up. This contrast appeared to account 
for the interaction effect at 36 months. 
 There was also a significant main effect for time at 24 months F (2, 372) =  6.8, p 
= .001, ηp² = .04 and at 36 months F (3, 486 ) =  4.2, p = .006, ηp² = .03,  with total 
employment earnings increasing significantly over the course of the study. There were no 
significant main effects for group. 
 Centrelink. As shown in Figure 5, the four groups had similar starting points as 
well as similar trajectories in terms of income support payments while case management 
was offered. In the final 12 months the highest contact group showed an increase in 
payments. There were however no significant interaction effects. There were also no 
significant main effects. 
Discussion 
 This research set out to explore trajectories over a three year period of the young 
people who engaged to a greater or lesser degree with the YP
4
 case management service, 
and to investigate client outcomes in relation to the amount of case management received. 
The findings show that the different “amount of case management” groups had different 
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trajectories over the four years of the study.  The two high contact groups had 
significantly more positive outcomes in the areas of reducing homelessness and 
increasing employment. Some of the outcome variables that are reported are not 
conducive to simple interpretation. In light of this ambiguity, our discussion attempts to 
synthesise findings in order to derive meaning. This requires consideration of the 
complexities and diversity of experiences of homelessness and unemployment, and 
interpretations based on feedback from case managers. 
 
Low contact group 
The 0-5 contact group included the expected proportions of males and females, 
given the make-up of the sample. This group either did not engage, or engaged for only a 
short time, with the offered YP
4
 case management. Throughout the four years of the 
study, this group spent significantly more days in no rent accommodation, for example 
sleeping rough, and fewer days in private rental. This suggests that this group has taken 
up accommodation support from friends and family, with no great pressure to change 
their living arrangements. This group appeared to be the most reliant on familial and 
social supports and least reliant on case management. They showed a non-significant 
increase in both their income from employment and their Centrelink payments. There 
may well be a range of reasons for their relatively low levels of engagement with case 
management. Their trajectories are characterised by no great change over the course of 
the study.  
Low medium contact group 
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The 6-21 contacts group included proportionally more males than would be 
expected given the makeup of the sample. Throughout the four years of the study this 
group were more likely than other groups to report using no-rent accommodation, for 
example sleeping rough. This suggests a lack of social and familial accommodation 
support, or less desire for that support. This group had moderate improvements in 
employment income, and after an initial rise their income support payments reduced. 
Their trajectories are characterised by minimal change over the course of the study. 
High medium contact group 
The 21-40 contacts group included the expected proportions of males and females, 
given the make-up of the sample. Throughout the four years of the study this group 
showed moderate gains in accommodation and had the most improved employment 
outcomes when compared with the other groups. This group demonstrated that a medium 
term intervention can have significant employment outcomes but in this instance had less 
success in terms of accommodation. This group were able to find and maintain paid work 
more effectively than the other groups. Their trajectories are characterised by significant 
sustained gains in employment income. 
High contact group 
The 41 plus contacts group included proportionally more females than would be 
expected given the makeup of the sample. Over the first three years of the study they 
showed the greatest improvements in employment and particularly accommodation. After 
case management was withdrawn some of these gains were lost, although at 36 months 
they were better off than at baseline. This group appeared to be the most in need of long 
term joined up case management service, most likely because of complex situations such 
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as the presence of dependent children. They appeared to require ongoing case 
management service, demonstrating that for some young homeless unemployed people 
long-term ongoing case management is required for continued improvement. This 
group’s trajectories are characterised by significant improvements while case 
management was offered and losses thereafter. 
Accommodation 
The results of this study support the idea that case management works by 
developing a relationship with clients and by facilitating access to required services 
(Gronda, 2009; McCabe & Priebe, 2004). We would argue that for some participants in 
this study, greater contact with their case manager facilitated the development of such 
relationships and resulted in improved accommodation outcomes. Unfortunately, the 
cessation of joined up case management seemed to result in a reduction of days in private 
rental after the 24 months period. Consistent with feedback from YP
4
 case managers, we 
argue that those who took up case management for the full two years required assistance 
in finding suitable private accommodation, and maintaining accommodation with the help 
of other services such as employment, income support payments, and rent assistance.  
Employment 
A significant interaction effect was found for employment earnings, with 
participants as a whole significantly increasing their employment earnings over the 
course of the trial. Participants began the study with very low base earnings and it was the 
21-40 contacts group who showed most improvement. This suggests that a medium term 
intervention may be sufficient to assist those who are able to find employment. While the 
41 plus contacts group improved their employment incomes over the first two years, 
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these improvements were not sustained after the cessation of case management. It is 
likely that the increased income in the first 24 months was also related to improved 
accommodation outcomes for this group. Not only might extra income facilitate entry 
into the private rental market, these findings also suggest that case management resulted 
in at least some coordination of employment and housing services (Gronda, 2009). The 
41 plus contacts group was the only group that reduced employment income in the year 
after their joined up case management service ended.  
As noted by case managers and refelected in the results, participants in the first 12 
months of the study were able to access Centrelink benefits that they had previously been 
unable to access. After this point, income support payments decreased for the three 
groups with 40 or fewer contacts. This result was expected, in light of gains made in 
employment by these groups. Conversely, the 41 plus group continued to increase their 
income support payments, possibly reflecting the differing needs of this group and also 
the drop in employment earnings after the cessation of case management. 
Conclusion 
As argued by Ferguson and Xie (2008), there is little empirical understanding of 
the ways homeless and unemployed youth respond to case management. In the current 
study all participants were offered the same service yet they differed greatly in terms of 
both engagement and outcomes. More research is required regarding how young people 
engage with case management in order to explore these issues. 
Despite the limited generalisability of this quasi-experimental study, we believe 
that this research shows that for those clients who engage with the case management that 
was offered to them, improvements in employment and accommodation are achievable. 
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Findings also suggest that those clients with the most complex needs, and who engaged 
most extensively in case management service, required more than the 24 months of 
service that was offered by the YP
4
 trial. Findings for the medium contacts groups 
support the practice of assertive outreach, whereby case managers actively follow up 
clients and encourage them to engage or re-engage with services. For some clients a less 
intensive medium term intervention can improve their circumstances and foster longer 
term financial and housing outcomes. This study reinforces the notion that when dealing 
with socio-political issues such as homelessness and unemployment one size does not fit 
all. Individual differences and socio-political factors need to be considered when 
designing and implementing interventions. 
This research contributes to the evidence regarding what works in service 
provision for young adults experiencing homelessness and unemployment; it  
demonstrates the use of Centrelink administrative data in exploring outcomes for young 
people affected by both homelessness and unemployment; and it suggests avenues for 
further research. 
References 
Brook, J. & McDonald, T. (2007). Evaluating the effects of comprehensive substance 
abuse interventions on successful reunification. Research on Social Work 
Practice, 17(6), 664-673 
Campbell, S, Horn, M & Nicholson, T. (2003). A new approach to assisting young 
homeless job seekers, Melbourne: Hanover Welfare Services. Available at 
http://www.hanover.org.au.  
22 
 
Chinman, M, Rosenheck, R. & Lam, J. (2000). The case management relationship and 
outcomes of homeless persons with serious mental illness. Psychiatric Services, 
51(9), 1142-1147. 
Council to Homeless Persons (2011). Submission to the inquiry into the Victorian 
Charter of Human rights and Responsibilities. Available at 
http://www.chp.org.au. 
Coventry, L. (2006). “Joinability”: A story of YP4. Paper presented at international 
conference, Government and communities in partnership: from theory to practice, 
University of Melbourne Centre for Public Policy, 25 – 27 September 2006, 
Melbourne. Available http://www.public-
policy.unimelb.edu.au/conference06/presentations.html. 
Ferguson, K. & Xie, B. (2008). Feasibility study of the social enterprise intervention with 
homeless youth. Research on Social Work Practice, 18(1), 5-19. 
Field, A. P. (2009). Discovering statistics using SPSS (3
rd
 edition). London: Sage.  
Grace, M & Gill, P (2008). Improving outcomes for homeless jobseekers: YP
4
 participant 
outcomes by amount of case management service received, Melbourne: Victoria 
University. Available http://vuir.vu.edu.au/ 
 
Grace, M., Wilson, N. and Coventry, L. (2006). Double jeopardy: A socio-demographic 
profile of homeless jobseekers aged 18-35’. Just Policy, 40, 17-23.  
Gronda, H. (2009). What makes case management work for people experiencing 
homelessness? Evidence for practice, Australian Housing and Urban Research 
23 
 
Institute Final Report No. 127, Melbourne: Australian Housing and Urban 
Research Institute. 
Horn, M. (2004). A new approach to assisting young homeless job seekers: Trial 
proposal, Melbourne: Hanover Welfare Services. Retrieved from 
http://www.hanover.org.au. 
Lee, C. & Ayon, C. (2004). Is the client-worker relationship associated with better 
outcomes in mandated child abuse cases? Research on Social Work Practice, 
14(5), 351-357. 
McCabe, R. & Priebe, S. (2004). The therapeutic relationship in the treatment of severe 
mental illness: A review of method and findings. International Journal of Social 
Psychiatry, 50(2), 115-128. 
McNaughton, C. (2008). Transitions through homelessness: lives on the edge, 
Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan. 
Milne, L & Coventry, L. (2008). Rediscovering case management: The theory and 
practice of joined up service delivery, Melbourne: Hanover Welfare Services. 
Retrieved from www.yp4.org.au. 
Padgett, D., Gulcur, L. & Tsemberis, S. (2006). Housing first services for people who are 
homeless with co-occurring mental illness and substance abuse. Research on 
Social Work Practice, 16(1), 74-83.  
 
 
 
 
24 
 
Table 1. Frequency and percentage of participants in each contact level group 
Number of contacts  Frequency  Percent 
 
0-5    84   38% 
6-20    43   19% 
21-40    48   21% 
41-156    49   22% 
Total    224   100% 
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Table 2: Means, Standard Deviations for each of the 4 outcome variables by contact 
group (36 months) 
 
       Mean(SD)  
     
    0m  12m  24m  36m   
 
Days in No-Rent Accom 0-5 105(143) 98(148)  98(148)  97(146) 
   6-20 54(110)  87(132)  62(113)  69(113) 
   21-40 68(130)  21(51)  44(96)  66(128) 
   41-156 81(131)  41(81)  34(66)  66(126) 
 
Days in Priv-Rent Accom 0-5 122(138) 114(148) 125(154) 124(150) 
   6-20 151(163) 132(150) 152(148) 128(148) 
   21-40 148(150) 160(156) 151(160) 144(165) 
   41-156 125(145) 198(152) 231(135) 189(166) 
 
 
Income from employment 0-5 414(980) 341(772) 632(1539) 1568(3460) 
   6-20 516(827) 537(1425) 503(1022) 781(2025) 
   21-40 452(793) 513(928) 1885(5578) 3040(8268) 
   41-156 554(927) 950(1745) 1378(2256) 436(802) 
  
 
Income from Centrelink 0-5 6717(2944) 7759(2507) 7390(4713) 7669(4625) 
   6-20 7050(3089) 7780(3270) 7685(3935) 6931(4041) 
   21-40 6888(2095) 7547(2324) 6759(4053) 6627(5666) 
   41-156 7310(3122) 7832(2972) 7892(4524) 8713(5527) 
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Table 3: Treatment effect sizes and significance (interaction, time x contact group, α 
=.05) for each of the four outcome variables at 24months and 36months 
 
 
     24months   36months 
      
     F ηp² p  F ηp² p 
 
Days in No-Rent Accom   2 .03 .07  1.4 .02 .2 
       
Days in Pri-Rent Accom   2.9 .45 .01*  1.95 .03 .04*  
 
Income from employment   1.2 .02 .33  2.1 .04 .03* 
  
Income from Centrelink payments  .3 .004 .8  .8 .01 .6  
   
* statistically significant. p<.05
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Figure 1. Percentage of males and females in each contact group 
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Figure 2: Mean number of days in no-rent accommodation (past 12 months at 0, 12, 24, 
36 month stages) by number of contacts with case manager 
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Figure 3: Mean number of days in private rental accommodation (past 12 months at 0, 
12 24, 3 month stages,) by number of contacts with case manager 
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Figure 4: Total income from employment over the past 12 months (at 0 months, 12 
months, 24 months, and 36 months) by number of case manager contacts 
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Figure 5: Total income from Centrelink benefits over the past 12 months (at 0 months, 12 
months, 24 months, and 36 months) by number of case manager contacts 
 
